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S It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
examiner called applicants' attorney to change, what it seems to be a typographical error, on claims 6 and 9, lines 3 
and 4 respectively, where the surface roughness units are given in millimeters, (mm) instead of micrometers, (pm). Mr. 
Levstik admitted that it was a typographical error and that the unit should be changed to pm. Mr. Levstik indicated also 
that he changed the same mistake in claim 1 , but missed them on the new claims. 



